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Whether the claimant was able to
actively seeking work within the
the Labor and EmPlo\rment Article.
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work, available for work and
meaning of Section B-903 of

_ NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WTH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND' THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTIMORE CITY' OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES December 19, 1991

_APPEARANCES-
FOR THE CLAIMANT:

REVIEW ON

This case was remanded to the
Court for Dorchester CountY.
record in the case, the Board

FOR THE EMPLOYER:

THE RECORD

Board of Appeals bY the Ci-rcuit
Upon further review of the

reverses its prior decision and



the decision of the Hearing Examiner and concludes that the
claimant was meeting the requirements of Section 8-903 of the
Labor and Employment Articl-e (formerly Article 95A, Section
4 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law) .

The claimant's credible and unrebutted testimony is that she
was actively seeking full-time work during the period in
question. The reason for her disqualificatlon was that she
anticipated going into business with her husband sometj-me in
the near future and that some of her perspective employers
knew this when she applied for work with them.

The Board has previously held that no disqualification is
appropriate under this section of the law where an otherwise
ab1e, available and actively seeking work claimant intends to
return to a former job when permitted to do so. In Bentz v.
Pleasant View Nursinq Home, 411-BR-81, the Board held that it
was inconsistent with the purpose of the unemployment
insurance Iaw to disqualify claimants on grounds of unavail-
abitity for work solely because they honestly indicate to
perspective employers the real-ities of thej-r employment
situation. In that case, the cl-aimant tol-d prospective
employers that she intended to return to her former
occupation, nursing, after her baby was born.

Applying the reasoning of that case here, the Board concludes
that the claimant was not unreasonably restricti-ng her
availability for work, and therefore the prior decisi-on should
be reversed.

The claimant was able to
seekinq work within the
and Employment Article.
beginni-ng ApriJ- 8, 1990.

The previous decj-sion of
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